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Amdt. Dated 10/20/2005 

Reply to Office Action of July 20, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This Amendment is in response to the Office Action mailed July 30, 2005. The 
Examiner is thanked for his thorough examination of the subject application. Herein, claims 1-9, 
17-19, and 21-24 have been amended. Claim 20 has been cancelled without prejudice. 

In the Office Action, claims 10-16 and 25-27 were allowed. Claims 5-9, 18-19 and 22-24 
were objected to and considered to contain allowable subject matter. Claims 1-4, 17 and 20-21 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102. Reconsideration in light of the amendments and remarks 
made herein is respectfully requested. 

Allowed Claims 

Claims 10-16 and 25-27 have been allowed. Since no additional amendments have been 
made to claims 10-16 and 25-27, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 10-16 and 25-27 are 
still in condition for allowance. 

Allowable Claims 

Claims 5-9, 18-19 and 22-24 were objected, but considered to contain allowable subject 
matter. Applicants have amended these claims, and maintain that these claims still contain 
allowable subject matter. Hence, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 5-9, 18-19 and 22- 
24 remain in condition for allowance independent of the allowability of independent claims 1 
and 17. 

Claim Objection 

Claim 17 was objected to due to an alleged informality. Claim 17 has been amended to 
correct the informality and to include limitations set forth in original claim 20. Applicants 
respectfully request that the outstanding objection be withdrawn. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C §102 

A. Claims 1 & 3-4 

Claims 1 and 3-4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hashimoto (2003/0223190 Al). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection because a prima 
facie case of anticipation cannot be established based on the amendment set forth above. 

As the Examiner is aware, to anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element 
of the claim. "A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Vergegaal Bros. 
v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ 2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
"The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the. . .claim." 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ 2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 
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For instance, with respect to independent claim 1, Applicants respectfully submit that 
Hashimoto does not describe an interlocking mechanism as claimed. For claim 1, the 
interlocking mechanism includes a lever coupled to a first and second fasteners that are adapted 
to selectively couple the display housing to the body and selectively couple the display housing 
to the display support member. The first fastener is configured to selectively engage with the 
body and the second fastener is configured to selectively engage with the display support 
member. The second fastener is further configured to disengage from the display support 
member when the lever is displaced from a first state to a second state. 

Since Hashimoto does not disclose each and every limitation associated with the 
interlocking mechanism recited in currently amended independent claim 1, Applicants 
respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw this outstanding § 102(e) rejection. 

B. Claims 1-2, 17 & 20-21 

Claims 1-2, 17, 20-21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Hill 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,816,365). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection because a prima facie 
case of anticipation cannot be established based on the amendment set forth above. 

Similarly, HUl does not describe each and every limitation pertaining to the interlocking 
mechanism set forth in independent claims 1 and 17. For these claims, the interlocking 
mechanism includes a lever coupled to the first and second fasteners. The first fastener is 
configured to selectively engage with the body and the second fastener is configured to 
selectively engage with the display support member. The second fastener is further configured 
to disengage from the display support member when the lever is either displaced from a first 
state to a second state or in response to an event performed on the first fastener. 

Since Hill does not discloses each and every limitation associated with the interlocking 
mechanism recited in each of currently amended independent claims 1 and 17, Applicants 
respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw this outstanding § 102(e) rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKEIA^OKOLOFF, TAJLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 

Dated: 10/20/2005 By ^ 

S&Uianf 
Reg. No. 39,018 

Tel.: (714) 557-3800 (Pacific Coast) 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard, Seventh Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90025 
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